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ABSTRACT 

The monograph summarizes findings of effective 
schools research, information on the characteristics of effective 
classrooms, and descriptions of the methodological and conceptual 
issues related to school improvement projects. The impact of the 
school effectiveness literature on classroom instruction is 
discussed, and implications for the instruction of handicapped 
studerts are addressed. The summary of research findings includes 
sections on reviews of school effectiveness, comparative and case 
studies, and program evaluation. Generalizations from the research 
include the importance of: the principal's leadership, high 
expectations for student achievement, emphasis on basic skills, and 
frequent monitoring of student progress. Characteristics of effective 
classrooms are described in terms of curriculum alignment, attention 
to student characteristics, use of instructional time, student 
success rate, and quality instruction. A model of classroom 
effectiveness relating specific teacher and student behaviors is 
summarized. Finally the impact of the school effectiveness literature 
is reviewed. It is noted that while the focus of the effective 
schools movement has been in regular education, effective school 
characteristics apply equally to special education practice. 
Fifty-seven references are appended. (Author/DB) 
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Abstract 

This monograph 1s a summary of findings from effective schools research, 
Information on the characteristics of effective classrooms, and descriptions of 
the methodological and conceptual issues related tr school improvement projects. 
The Impact of the school effectiveness literature on classroom instruction and 
the kind of Instruction received by an Individual student 1s discussed. 
Implications for handicapped students' instruction are addressed. 
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School Effectiveness: Implications for 
Effective Instruction of Handicapped Students 

Th<» Instructional Alternatives Project 1s a series of Investigations aimed 
at assessing the effectiveness of alternative methodologies for Increasing 
academic engaged time and academic outcomes for mildly handicapped students. 
The purpose of this monograph Is to summarize what literature reviews and 
selected studies on effective schools have to say, or suggest, about effective 
Instruction for handicapped students. The school effectiveness area Is just one 
of many that provide* * basis for characterizing the qualitative nature of 
instruction for han U ; j students. 

For the past decade, educational psychologists have paid considerable 
attention to the relationship between time and school learning. Building on the 
seminal work of Carroll (1963) and subsequent work by Bloom (1974), 
Harnlschfeger and Wiley (1976) and Wiley and Hannschfeger (1974), researches 
have conducted major Investigations of the relationship between opportunity to 
learn (variously called academic engaged time, academic learning time, academic 
responding time, or time on task) and Instructional outcomes. Now, 1n the past 
few years, the need to go beyond quantitative measures of engaged time to 
investigate what students do during engaged time (I.e., the qualitative nature 
of instruction), Increasingly 1s recognized. Ours is one such ef^rt. 

Several comprehensive reviews of time research findings and Issues have 
been written (Anderson, 1984; Graden, Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982; Karweit, 
1983). In general , researchers have demonstrated: (a) school and teacher 
differences 1n time allocated to Instruction exist; when aggregated over the 
school year, large differences between schools and classrooms 1n opportunity to 
learn 1n various curriculum areas result; (b) students spend a relatively small 
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percentage of the school day actively engaged in academics; (c) the percentage 
of time engaged varies considerably across classrooms and across individual 
students within classrooms, resulting in large differences between students in 
time actively involved in learning; (d) engaged time rates depend on a variety 
of organizational factors (classroom management, class size, interruptions) , 
content area, and the point in time during the instructional period; and (e) 
engaged time is consistently though moderately related to student achievem^..c. 
In addition to the tremendous variation in use of classroom time, data suggest 
that additional time used to make up for ineffective instruction is negatively 
correlated with achievement (Frederick & Walberg, 1980; Karweit, 1983). 

Time-based research is criticized on several accounts. First, it is said 
that attention is drawn away from the quality of learning and to the quantity of 
time spent learning. Confrey (1981) argues that what occurs during a time 
period, not simply accumulation of time, is most critical for student learning. 
Thus, assignment of "busywork" can result in high time on task rates for 
students without concomitant increases in learning. Karweit (1983) criticizes 
time research because: (1) time appears to be at most a moderate predictor of 
achievement, (2) teacher, student, and classroom variation in engaged time may 
not be as easily altered as suggested by Bloom (1980), and (3) large increases 
in instructional time may be required for reasonably smal 1 changes in 
achievement. In her review and re-analysis of studies of engaged time and 
achievement, she concluded that there is a consistent, but low, positive 
correlation (r = .09 to .43) between the two when initial ability is controlled. 
Thus, time and other variables share substantial common variance. 

In general, time-based studies of school learning result in the overall 
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conclusion that time 1s one factor, but not the sole factor, producing or 

limiting student achievement . Simply stated, Increased time 1s a necessary but 

not sufficient condition for Improving student achievement. Several researchers 

echo the need to Investigate other factors. Consider the following: 

The value of future classroom research will Improve 1f more attention 
Is placed upon the qual ;ty of Instruction and 1f research becomes more 
Integrative, examining the teacher, students, and particular 
curriculum tasks 1n specific contexts. (Good, 1983, p. 129). 

Clearly 1t 1s the quality more than the quantity of schooling which 
best serves as an educational and research focus. Quality of 
schooling Includes not only time on task, but time well spent. It 
also Includes, however, time spent on teaching practices such as 
encouragement, corrective feedback with guidance, small group 
discussions, Individualization, and students Involvement 1n their own 
education; but not Idle praise, corrective feedback without guidance, 
rambling verbal Interactions, busywork as a controlled device, or 
token student making. (S1rotn1k, 1983, p. 26) 

We need to move beyond the now well established relation between time 
on task/student engagement/teacher management skills and student 
learning... at this point we no longer need to replicate these 
findings; Instead we need to go beyond them 1n order to observe other 
relations. (Brophy, 1979, p. 749) 

Important aspects of the qualitative nature of Instruction are classroom, 

administrative, and school system variables that promote Instructional 

effectiveness in schools. 

The qualitative nature of instruction has not received the attention for 

handicapped students that 1t has for nonhandlcapped students. Since a primary 

goal of the Instructional Alternatives Project 1s to document the qualitative 

nature of Instruction for handicapped students, a necessary first step was to 

review the relevant literature, literature that might directly address the 

issues related to instruction for handicapped students, or that at least would 

provide insights that might be relevant to students 1n the special education 

population. 
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In this endeavor, seven general areas of literature were identified. They 
are as follows: 

Effective Schools 
Effective Instruction 
Teacher Effectiveness 
Teacher Decision Making 
Student Cognitions 
Instructional Psychology 
Models of School Learning 

The first area is summarized in this monograph. Other areas are summarized in 

other monographs. In each literature review, we identified those factors that 

individuals say are important or that research has documented empirically to be 

related to positive academic outcomes. Based upon these literature reviews, 

over 100 factors were generated. These factors, organized into environmental, 

instructional, and student characteristics, vere studied and the decision was 

made to focus on an analysis and description of instructional factors for 

assessing the qualitative nature of instruction. The procedure used to develop 

a scale for this purpose is described in Monograph No. 1 (Ysseldyke, 

Christenson, McVicar, Bakewell, & Thurlow, 1986). 

In this monograph, literature reviews and selected studies are summarized 

from the effective schools literature. The monograph concludes with a summary 

of the contributions the literature makes toward characterizing the nature of 

instruction and toward identifying important variables for promoting positive 

student learning outcomes. 

Overview 

The goal of the effective schools movement is to improve instruction, and 
subsequently achievement, for £M students. The literature on effective schools 
contains discussions of classroom, administrative, and school system variables 
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that promote instructional effectiveness in schools. While these factors are 
not always under direct control of an individual tercher, we believe they 
influence the way instruction is delivered for an individual student. These 
variables operate at different levels, ranging from those that are idiosyncratic 
to the student, to those that are district level, system-wide factors. 

At the cl assroom 1 evel , degree of cl a ssroom organi zation , attention to 
student characteristics, and the level of teacher expectation for student 
performance serve as examples of factors that influence delivery and management 
of instruction for an individual student in settings with groups of students. 
Administrative leadership, as reflected in the role of the principal, represents 
another level that influences a students instructional experience. The 
leadership offered by the principal can affect the orderliness of the school 
climate as well as the academic focus present in the classroom. Finally, the 
commitment of the entire school district to creating instructional ly effective 
environments filters down to the individual student. The academic emphasis in a 
school district is reflected by such things as establishment of curriculum 
objectives, access to appropriate teaching materials and resources, and 
monitoring of student progress. 

In compiling this review, several types of publications were read. Major 
emphasis was given to descriptions of effective schools, comparisons of 
effective and ineffective schools, and examination of effectiveness-oriented 
programs. In addition, a number of reviews of the school effectiveness 
literature were read. The interested reader is referred to reviews by Good and 
Brophy, 1986, Squires, Huitt, and Segars (1983), Purkey and Smith (1983), 
Edmonds (1982) , and Edmonds and Frederiksen (1979) for a more comprehensive 
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background than is provided in this monograph. This monograph is organized into 
three parts: (a) a summary of research findings, (b) a review of 
characteristics of effective classrooms, and (c) the impact of the school 
effectiveness literature on understanding the kind of instruction received by an 
individual student. 

Summary of Research Fadings 

The effective schools movement can be traced to a line of research that 
sought to dispell the notion that differences among schools do not make a 
difference in the achievement of poor and minority children. The early work of 
Weber (1971) and the conclusions from four school effectiveness studies 
(Brookover & l.ezotte, 1979; Edmonds & Frederiksen, 1979; Phi Delta Kappa, 1980; 
Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith, 1979} underlie most school 
improvement efforts. Effective schools must be able to demonstrate both quality 
and equity in learning outcomes for students. Major conclusions from these 
studies indicate that in effective schools, students master essential curricula, 
and middle socioeconomic students do not vary significantly in their achievement 
levels on standardized achievement tests from lower socioeconomic students. 
Recently, instructional improvement has focused on the findings from the Study 
of Schooling (Goodlad, 1984) and the recommendations from the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education (1583). 

Westbrook (1982) organized the school effectiveness literature into (a) 
reviews of school effectiveness, (b) case studies (descriptions of effective 
schools) and comparative studies (comparisons of effective and ineffective 
school s) , and (c) program evaluation (examination of effectiveness-oriented 
programs). His framework is used in this review of research findings. 
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Reviews of School Effectiveness 

There are nany reviews of the school effectiveness literature (e.g., Clark, 
Lotto, & McCarthy, 1980; Edmonds, 1982; Hersh, Carnine, Gall, Stockard, Carmack, 
& Gannon, 1981; Mackenzie, 1983; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Rutter, 1983; Squires et 
al., 1983). While each review produces a somewhat different list of 
characteristics of "effective" schools, Edmonds 1 reviews (Edmonds, 1982; Edmonds 
& Frederiksen, 1979) have received primary attention. From a review of 38 
studies, reviews, and articles about school effectiveness, he listed five 
ingredients in an effective school: strong administrative leadership; high 
expectations for student achievement; an orderly, safe climate conducive to 
learning; an emphasis on basic-skill acquisition (academic focus); and frequent 
monitoring of student progress. 

Characteristics of effective schools that have been documented or proposed 
by various individuals are listed in Table 1. While these lists vary 
considerably in detail, features such as leadership, orderly school climate, 
high expectations, academic focus, and monitoring of instructional progress are 
common, essential elements. Three broad themes about school climate have 
emerged from effective schools research: academic emphasis, orderly 
environment, and expectations for success (Squires et al., 1983). 

Comparative and Case Studies 

Sometimes researchers gather information about effective schools by 

statistical comparisons of schools considered effective and schools considered 

ineffective. Sometimes they conduct case studies of effective and/or 
ineffective schools. 

Schools that are positive outliers (statistically highly effective schools) 

and negative outliers (unusually ineffective schools) have been identified 
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Table 1 

Characteristics of "Effective" Schools 
Brookover and Lezotte (1979) Edmonds (1981) Phi Delta Kappa (1980) Rutter and Others (1979) 



'Clarity that pupil 
acquisition of the basic 
skills takes precedence 
over all other school 
activities 

•There Is a climate of 
expectation in which no 
children are permitted 
to fall below minimum 
but efficacious levels 
of achievement 

'Administrative leadership 
Is strong and without It 
the disparate elements 



'Successful schools are 
characterized by clearly 
stated currlcular goals 
and objectives 

• T he leaders' attitudes 
toward urban education and 
expectations for school or 
program success determine 
the Impact of the leader 
on exceptional schools 

"The behavior of the 
designated school or program 
leader Is crucial In 
determining school success 



"Improving schools accept and 
emphasize the Importance of 
basic skills mastery as 
prime goals and objectives 

"Staff of Improving schools 
believes all students can 
master the basic skills 
objectives and they believe 
the principal stares this 
belief 

'Staff of Improving schools 
expect their students will 
go on with their education 

"Staff of Improving schools do 
not make excuses: they assume 
responsibility for teaching 
basic skills and are 
committed to do so 

'Staff of improving schools 
spend more time csi achieving 
basic skills oblectives 

"Principals at Improving 
schools are assertive 
Instructional leaders and 
disciplinarians, and they 
assume responsibility for the 
evaluation of the achievement 
of Mslc skills objectives 

"Staff at Improving schools 
accept the concept of 
accountability and are 
Involved in developing (or 
using) accountability models 

-Teachers at Improving schools 
are not very satisfied or 
complacent about the status 
quo 

"There 1s more parent-Initiated 
contact and Involvement at 
Improving schools (even though 
the overall amount of parent 
Involvement Is less) 

"The compensatory education 
programs In Improving schools 
de-emphasize paraprofesslonal 
Involvement and teaater 
Involvement in the selection 
of Comp-Ed-bound studer ts 



of good schooling can be 
neither brought together 
nor kept together 

"A means Is present by 
which pupil progress can 
be frequently monitored 

"There Is an atmosphere 
that Is orderly without 
being rigid, quiet 
without be1n«j oppressive, 
and generally conducive 
to the Instructional 
business at hand 



"Succesful urban schools 
frequently employ techniques 
of Individualized Instruction 

"Structured learning 
en/lronments are particularly 
successful in urban 
classrooms 



"Successful schools frequently 
use staff development or 
Inservlce training programs 
to realize their objectives 



'Outcomes were better In schools 
where teachers expected the 
children to achieve well 

"Outcomes were better In schocls 
that provided pleasant working 
conditions for- the pupils 

-Outcomes were better In schools 
where Immediate, direct praise 
and approval were the prevalent 
means of classroom feedback 

-Outcomes were better In schools 
where teachers presented 
themselves as positive role 
models demonstrating punctual 11 
concern for the physical 
well-being of the pupils, 
and restraint In the use of 
physical punishment 

"Children's behavior was better 
In schools where teachers were 
readily available to be 
consulted by children about 
problems and where many 
chlUren consulted with 
teachers 

-Outcomes were better in school! 
where a high oropcrtlon of 
children held some kind of 
position of responsibility 
In the school system 

-A school's atmosphere Is 
Influenced positively by the 
degree to which' It functions 
as a coherent whole, with 
agreed ways of doing things 
that are consistent throughout 
the school and that have the 
general support of all staff 



•The greater the specificity 
or focus of the training 
program in terms of goals or 
processes, the greater the 
likelihood of Its success 

"Resource and facility 
manipulations alone are 
Insufficient to affect 
school outcomes 



"Reduction In adult/child 
ratios are associated with 
positive school performance 

-Successful schools are often 
supported with special 
project funds from federal , 
state, and local sources 

"Successful urban schools 
are characterized by high 
levels of parental contact 
with the school and parental 
Involvement with school 
activities 



fete: From "Each effective school may be onj of a kind" by J. O'Amlco, 1982. Educational Leadership . 40, p. 62. 
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through regression analysis of school mean achievement scores, controlling for 
SES factors. Characteristics of these two types of schools are assessed through 
surveys, interviews, and case study approaches. Both comparative and case 
studies have contributed substantially to the identification of the 
characteristics of effective schools (including those summarized in Table 1). 

Westbrook (1982) summarized six case studies that examined exemplary inner 
city schools. Four of the studies appear in Table 2. The remaining two 
(Edmonds, and Rutter et al.) were previously described by D'Amico (1982) and 
listed in Table 1. These schools have many characteristics in common, including 
the orincipal as an instructional leader, high teacher expectations for all 
students, increased instructional time, effective classroom management and 
discipline, tetcher-directed instruction, parent-teacher contact and 
collaboration, and teacher emphasis on establishing student accountability. 

A comment about Weber's (1971) findings, whirh appear in Table 2, is 
warranted since this is considered a pioneering study. Cited by Westbrook 
(1982), Weber found that quality of teaching was unrelated to reading 
achievement gains for elementary students in four schools in three cities. 
Purkey and Smith (1983) caution that many of the study's findings are difficult 
to interpret because there was no comparison group of less effective schools and 
vague definitions were used for characteristics such as "quality of teaching." 
Westbrook reports only those characteristics not found to be part of an 
effective reacMng program in the Weber study. Purkey and Smith (1983) cite 
additional personnel and degree of individualization as two characteristics of 
effective reading programs in addition to those identified by Edmonds. 

In a longitudinal study of 12 inner-city secondary schools in London, 
Rutter et al. (1979) measured school outcomes in terms of students' in-school 
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Table 2 

School Effectiveness Research: Case Study Findings 



Author(s) Title 



Definition/Criteria 



Sampl e 



"Ir.dli.gs 



Brookover t w. B. 
Beidy, C. 
Flood, P. 
Schweltzen, j. 
Wsenbektr, j. 
(1979) 

School social 
system and 1 
student 
achievement: 
scnools cTTmoko 



High achieving school was 
determined on the basis of whether 
the school scored above the sample 
mm for the white/black racial 
group. 



a difference 



8 rook over, W. B. 
Lezotte. L. 

(1977) 

Changes In 

school 

charar.te. «»tici 



coincident with 
chanoeFTn 
student 
acnT— 



Coleman, J. 
Campbell , E. 
Hobson, C. 
McPartland, J. 
Hood. A. 
Welnfeld, F. 
York, R. 
(1966) 

Equality of 
Educational 
O pportunity 
[The Coleman 
Report) 



Weber, 6. 

(1971) 

"Inner City 
Children Can 
Be Taught To 
Read : Four 
Successful 
Schools" 



Improving School or Effective 
School -- increase of at least 
51 In percentage of students 
attaining 75s 0 r more of tested 
objectives and a decrease of 5* 
yr more in student attaining 251 
or less of tested objectives 
during 1974-76. 



None stated 



Defined effective schools In terms 
of: (1) Strong principal or 
strong district leadership; 
(2) High expectations for student 
achievement; (3) Relatively quiet, 
orderly, purposeful atmosphere of 
school; (4) Low student-teacher 
ratio md additional reading 
to personnel to increase reading 
"expertise* during reading 
Instruction time; (5) Phonics 
In reading curriculum. 



91 Michigan elementary schools 
randomly selected from all 
Michigan elementary schools 
In correlational study; 4 
elementary schools In case 
study. 

Schools were paired by race, 
socioeconomic status, and 
urban location. Each pair 
consisted of a high and low 
achieving school. 



Study found social system to 
explain 851 of variance between 
groups In reading an^ math 
achievement. Case study found the 
following common characteristics 
of high achieving schools: (1) 
principals emphasize achievement 
and teacher performance; perform 
administrative and Instructional 
leadership roles; (2) Immediate, 
appropriate and clear feedback 
on appropriate behavior In 
classroom; (3) differentiation of 
programs; (4) teachers had high 
expectations for stud-" 
achievement (above grac level 
or growth of at least a year); 
(5) use of competitive team 
games; (6) teachers accepted 
responsibility for student 
achievement; (7) greater time 
In Instruction and Interaction 
between students and teachers. 



8 Michigan elementary schools 
(6 "Improving" schools and 2 
"declining" schools). 



"School Survey Tests" were 
administered to sampling of 
metropolitan and nonmetropol itan 
1st, 3rd, 6th. gth, and 12th 
grade stduents across the nation 
Care was given to Involving 
proportional numbers of blacks 
and whites. Surveys were 
developed by Educational Testing 
Service. Teacher, principal and 
superintendent questionnaires 
we-e used to collect additional 
data. Total number of surveys 
used In data analysis was 
approximately 570,000. 
Approximately 70,000 
questionnaires were collected. 



4 public elementary schools 
(1 In Los Angeles, 1 In Kansas 
and 2 In New York). 



Improving schools differed from 
declining schools In terms of: 
(1) emphasizing accomplishment of 
basic readlno and mathematics 
objectives; (2) expressing belief 
that all students cotitd master 
basic skills objectives; 
(3) higher expectations 
for students' educational 
accomplishments; f4) assuming 
responsibility for teaching basic 
skills; (5) spending more time In 
reading Instruction; (6) princlpa) 
who Is Instructional leader, 
assertive, disciplinarian and 
responsible for basic skill 
achievement; (7) more accepting of 
concept of teacher accountability; 
(8) higher levels of parent- 
Initiated contact but less overall 
parent Involvement; (g) Involving 
teachers in Identification/teaching 
of compensatory education classes. 



Coleman's report generally found 
that much of the difference In 
achievement outcomes across schools 
could be explained by the social 
st'tus and/or racial composition 
of the srHo! student body. It 
found the following In relation to 
student achievement: (1) when 
socioeconomic background Is 
controlled, differences between 
schools account for only "small 
faction of differences In pupil 
achievement"; (2) the average 
minority student's achievement 
might suffer more In a school of 
low quality than would "white 
student's achievement"; (3) 
student achievement Is strongly 
related to the educational 
backgrounds and aspirations of 
other students. 



Characteristics not found to he 
part of effective reading program 
Included: (I) small class size; 

(2) achievement ability grouping; 

(3) quality of teacnlng; 

(4) ethnic background of 
Instructional staff; 

(5) professional educational 
status; and (6) outstanding 
physical facilities. 




Fro * Considering the research; „, 
Southwest IdWloni! Development Laboratory 
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behavior, attendance, examination success, and delinquency. Differences between 
schools on these four veHables were systematically related to the 
characteristics of schools as "rodal institutions." The authors arjue that 
specific processes in effective schools created an "ethos" (i .e. , school 
climate) leading to Letter outcomes. The relationship between school processes 
and measures of a positive "ethos" are presented in Table . . While students 
with a similar background were studied, it is critical to note that more 
effective schools had a ^rger percentage of middle-income students than did the 
les: effective schools, suggesting that school composition rather than school 
process could be the critical factor. 

Program Evaluation 

Individual opinions about effective schools, what research says about 
effective schools, and reported practices of other effective schools have been 
used 1n school improvement efforts. Lezotte and Bancroft (1985) note that in 
addition to the list of large, urban schools described by Edmonds (1982) as 
school improvement sites, 35 states have adopted a major instructional 
improvement program. 

The efforts of schools in Increasing student achievement are illustrated in 
three instructional improvement programs. A school -based staff development 
project that directly taught the characteristics of effective schools and 
facilitated change 1n schools through staff collaboration and participation was 
implemented 1n 10 Kentucky schools (Miller, Cohen, & Sayre, 1985). Two patterns 
emerged from the analysis of the project's data. While the entire district 
Improved slightly 1n total reading and total math achievement as measured on 
standardized achievement tests, gains for project schools were substantially 
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12 Table 3 

Measures and School Processes Associated with School Outcomes *n Rutter's Study 



School Processes 



Measures 



Academic Emphasis 



Skills of Teachers 



Teachers Actions in 
Lessons 



Homework was frequently assiqned by teachers 
Administrators checked that teachers assigned homework 
Teachers expected students to pass national exams 
Proportion of school week devoted to teaching 
Proportion of students reporting library use 
Course planning done by groups of teachers 

Experienced teachers had higher proportion of time spent 
on task 

Inexperienced teachers in above average schools developed 
classroom management skills more easily and quickly 

Teachers spent more time on lesson topic 

Teachers spent less time with equipment, discipline and 

handing out papers 
Teachers interacted with class as a whole 
Teechers provided time for periods of quiet work 
Teachers ended lessons on time 



Rewards and Punishments 



Punishment 
Regards 

Pupil Conditions 



Responsibility and 
Participation 



Staff Organization 



Generally recognized and accepted standards of 
discipline uniformly enforced by teachers 

Teachers praised work in class 
Public praise of pupils in meetings 
Display of work on walls 

Access to telephone, provisions of hot drinks, etc. 
Care and decoration of classroom 
Provision of school outings 

Students approach staff member about a personal problem 
Teachers would see students at any time 

Proportion of students holding leadership positions 
Student participation in assemblies 
Students participated in charity organized by school 
Students brought books and pencils to class 

Teachers planned courses jointly 

Teachers said they had adequate clerical help 

Administration checked to see that teachers gave homework 

Administration aware of staff punctuality 

Teachers felt their views were represented in decision making 



hate: From "Characteristics of effective schools: The importance of school 
processes" by D. A. Squires, 1980, Research for Better Schools , p. 16. 



ERiC 



J5 



13 

higher. The project schools 1 reading gain was about five and a half times that 
of control schools; 1n math their gain was slightly more than four times as much 
as the control schools. Second, In one year the students 1n the 10 project 
schools had caught up and slightly surpassed the math achievement of students In 
the other elementary schools 1n the district. The authors concluded that the 
strength of the effective schools model lies primarily 1n the participatory mode 
of Implementation. Since no two schools are likely to address Issues in the 
same way, staff collaboration 1n achieving the common goal of Increased student 
achievement is necessary. 

The Implementation of the Chicago Mastery Learning Reading Program In three 
urban school districts (New York, Chicago, Los Angeles) was examined by Levine 
and Stark (1982). As measured by the California Reading Achievement Test, 
across a three-year period, the percentage of elementary students scoring two 
years or more below grade level 'decreased (e.g., from 20 to 11), while the 
percentage of students at or above grade level Increased (e.g., from 30 to 40). 
Gains In students 1 reading achievement were attributed to Instructional and 
organizational arrangements and processes. In addition to the characteristics 
on Edmond's 11st, the authors underscore the Importance of (a) coordination of 
curriculum, instruction, and testing; (b) emphasis on higher-order cognitive 
skills such as reading comprehension and problem solving 1n math; (c) "assured 
availability" of materials and resources necessary for teaching; (d) improvement 
1n the quality of homework assignments and parental Involvement; and (e) 
Instructional planning that emphasizes grade-level decision making by teachers 
(I.e., staff collaboration). 

Project RISE 1n the Milwaukee school district was one of the most extensive 
school Improvement projects (McCormack-Larkln, 1985). Since 1979, 18 low 
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achieving elementary schools have participated in Project RISE, an attempt to 
raise reading, math, and language achievement by systematically Implementing the 
essential elements of effective schooling described in Table 4. After four 
years of Implementation, the Project RISE schools' achievement was at the level 
of city-wide norms. While achievement levels Increased significantly 1n all of 
the schools, several demonstrated an exceptional rate of gains and high levels 
of achievement, particularly 1n reading and math. The success of these schools 
was attributed to their changes 1n four categories: staff attitudes, school 
management and organization, school practices and policies, and classroom 
practi' s. Specifically, the staff expressed the belief that all of their 
students could achieve regardless of SES or past academic performance, 
principals altered their role to include active Instructional leadership, 
acquisition of basic skills was emphasized, and teachers used grade-level 
objectives and minimum standards of performance when instructing students. 
Within the classroom, large group Instruction was supplemented with small-group 
instruction for the purposes of correction or enrichment. Instructiona 1 lessons 
were highly structured, Including the specific use of the Instructional routines 
listed 1n Table 4. Consistent with the two other school-based programs, this 
project began with shared goals, used the school effectiveness correlates as a 
framework for developing plans, and systematically Implemented these plans. 
These programs illustrate a repetitive theme 1n the effective schools 
literature: school Improvement can occur under less than Ideal conditions. 

Purkey and Smith (1983) cite the findings of six evaluations of educational 
programs Implemented over the past 15 years. Two are relevant for teaching low- 
achieving students, particularly 1n the mainstream classroom. Examining six 
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The Essential Elements of Effective Schools 
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School Climate 



Coordination of Supportive Services 



1. Strong sense of academic mission 

2. H 4 gh expectations conveyed to all 
students 

3. Strong sense of student 
1dent1f1cat1on/af filiation 

4. High level of professional 
colleglaHty among staff 

5. Ongoing recognition of 
personal /academic excellence 

Curriculum 

1. Grade-level expectations and 
standards 1n reading, math, 
and language 

2. Planning and monitoring for 
full content coverage 

Instruction 

1. Efficient classroom management 
through structured learning 
environment 

2. Academic priority evidenced 1n 
increased amount of allocated 
time 

3. Key Instructional behaviors 
(review and homework check, 
developmental lesson, 
process/product check, actively 
monitored seatwork, related 
homework assignment) 

4. Direct Instruction as the main 
pedagogical approach 

5. Maximizing academic engaged time 
(t1me-on-task) 

6. Use of the accelerated learning 
approach (planning for more than 
one year's growth) 

7. Reading, math, and language 
Instruction beginning at the 
kindergarten level 



1. Instructional approach, curriculum 
content, and materials of 
supplementary Instructional services 
coordinated with the classroom 
program 

2. Pullout approach used only If It 
does not fragment the classroom 
Instructional program, does not 
result 1n lower expectations for 
some students, and does not 
Interfere with efforts to maximize 
the use of time 

Evaluation 

1. Frequent assessment of student 
progress on a routine basis 

2. Precise and Informative report card 
with emphasis on acquisition of 
basic school skills 

3. Serious attitude toward test-taking 
as an affirmation of Individual 
accomplishment 

4. Test-taking preparation and skills 

Parent and Community Support 

1. Regular and consistent communication 
with parents 

2. Clearly defined homework policy that 
1s explained to students and parents 

3. Emphasis on the Importance of 
regular school attendance 

4. Clear communication to parents 
regarding the school's expectations 
related to behavioral standards 

5. Increasing awareness of community 
services available to reinforce and 
and extend student learning 



Note : From "Ingredients of a successful school effectiveness project" by M. 
McCormack-Larkln, 1985, Educational Leadership , 42(6), p. 32. 
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schools with unusually effective reading programs, Trismai, Waller, and Wilder 
(1976) hypothesized that curriculum, teacher training, c'ass size, and teacher 
characteristic effects would explain the effectiveness of certain programs. 
However, they found strong instructional leadership, high expectations for 
student achievement, good school atmosphere (i.e., climate, ethos), a clear 
focus on basic skills, small-group instruction, and evidence of interchange of 
ideas among staff characterized the effective schools. Thus, instructional 
variables make a difference in student reading achievement. The results of a 
Title I evaluation comparing the effectiveness of "school -wide" programs with 
"pull-out" programs resulted in greater achievement for the school-wide ...proach 
(Doss 4 Holley, 1982). This approach required staff to collaborate in 
developing instructional programs for low-achieving students. The authors 
attributed the success of school-wide Title I projects to the change in the way 
classrooms, and by extension, entire schools treat low achieving students. 

Generalizations from Effective Schools Research 

Our reading of the school effectiveness literature suggests that a 
combination of variables influence the extent to which instruction is delivered 
effectively for an individual student. First, the principal 's leadership 
provides for on-going teacher inservice training and opportunities for staff 
collaboration, and facilitates shared goals among schoo^ 1 staff, supportive 
services with regular education, and communication with parents and appropriate 
community personnel . Second, there are high expectations for student 
achievemen t for all students. High expectations are reflected 1n the teacher's 
personal responsibility for student learning outcomes and instructional planning 
for full content coverage. Third, an orderly, safe climate conducive to student 
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learning 1s reflected 1n rules for appropriate behavior that are reinforced by 
all school personnel, efficient classroom management through structured 
learning,. goal-focused teaching activities, and effective use of Instructional 
time to maximize academic engaged time. Fourth, there 1s an emphasis on basic 
skill acquisition as reflected 1n high allocated times for academics and 1n 
teacher use of Instructional procedures (e.g., clear lesson explanation, active 
monitoring of seatwork, reviewing and checking homework). Fifth, there 1s 
frequent monitoring of student progress . This Involves assigning learning tasks 
at appropriate levels of difficulty, and 1s achieved through continuous 
diagnosis, evaluation, and feedback so that a student does not fall below a 
minimum level of performance. The notion of equity 1n the effective schools 
movement underscores the Importance of equal opportunity for all students, 
Including minority and handicapped students, to respond, to learn, and to 
achieve at a minimum standard of performance. 

Effective Classrooms 
A review of effective schools would not be complete without discussion of 
the characteristics of effective classrooms. Several Individuals (Hultt & 
Segars, 1980; Mackenzie, 1983; Squires et al., 1983) Include a focus on 
classrooms. Mackenzie poignantly notes that "ultimately, here 1s where the 
learning takes place by which we will judge a school's effectiveness" (p. 9). 
MacKenzle Identified 31 elements and categorized these according to three 
essential dimensions of schooling: leadership, efficacy, and efficiency (see 
Table 5). District, school, and classroom elements are directed at Improving 
student performance 1n the classroom. Thus, the leadership dimension Includes 
elements aimed toward creating a positive climate and overall school atmosphere, 
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Table 5 

Dimensions of Effective Schooling 



LEADERSHIP DIMENSIONS: 
Core Elements 

Positive climate and overall atmosphere 

Goal-focused activities toward clear, attainable and relevant objectives 
Teacher-directed classroom management and decision making 
In-service staff training for effective teaching 

Facilitating Elements 
Shared consensus on values and goals 
Long-range planning and coordination 
Stability and continuity of key staff 
District-level support for school improvement 

EFFICACY DIMENSIONS: 

Core Elements 

High and positive achievement expectations with a constant press for excellence 

Visible rewards for academic excellence and growth 

Cooperative activity and group interaction in the classroom 

Total staff Involvement with school Improvement 

Autonomy and flexibility to implement adaptive practices 

Approplate levels of difficulty for learning tasks 

Teacher empathy, rapport and personal Interaction with students 

Facilitating Elements 
Emphasis on homework and study 

Positive accountability and acceptance of responsibility for learning outcomes 
Strategies to avoid nonpromotlon of students 

Deemphasls on strict ability grouping; Interaction with more accomplished peers 
EFFICIENCY DIMENSIONS: 
Core Elements 

Effective use of Instructional time; amount and intensity of engagement in 

school learning 
Orderly and disciplined school and classroom environments 
Continuous diagnosis, evaluation and feedback 
Well -structured classroom activities 
Instruction guided by content coverage 
Schoolwide emphasis on basic and higher order skills 

Facilitating Elements 

Opportunities for individualized work 

Number and variety of opportunities to learn 



Note : From "Research for school Improvement: An appraisal of some recent 
trends" by D. E. Mackenzie, 1983, Educational Researcher , 12, p. 8. 
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such as Inservlce training, teacher decision making, stability of staff, and 
long-range planning and coordination. The efficacy dimension includes elements 
that promote academic productivity, such as high expectations for all students, 
recognition for academic excellence, positive teacher-student personal 
interactions, a system for continuously identifying appropriate skill levels of 
students and matching assignments to students' needs, and flexible, cooperative 
grouping structures. The emphasis is on adaptive practices to ensure and 
recognize success of all students. The last dimension, efficiency, includes 
elements that create efficient management of learning, such as an orderly school 
and classroom environment, well-structured classroom activities, sufficient time 
allocated to academic instruction accompanied by higher student engaged time in 
learning, and an active monitoring and feedback system to all students. 

A 11st of characteristics of effective classrooms has been developed by 
Huitt and Segars (1980). These characteristics have been identified through 
integration of the findings from teacher effectiveness research, particularly 
from a number of large-5,cale, longitudinal studies (e.g., Follow Through Study, 
Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study, Instructional Dimension Studies, Beginning 
Teacher Evaluation Study). Th^se characteristics subsequently were combined 
into a model of classroom effectiveness (Squires et al., 1983). These classroom 
characteristics and the model are described here. 

Characteristics of Effective Classrooms 

Classroom factors found tc correlate most strongly with positive academic 
outcomes Include curriculum alignment, attention to student characteristics, use 
of instructional time, student's success rate, and quality of instruction (Huitt 
& Segars, 1980). Positive educational outcomes have been measured in terms of 
Improved student achievement and sometimes by changes in student attitudes. 
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Curricu ? um alignment . Curriculum alignment refers to congruence among what 
should be taught (objectives), what actually is taught (instruction), and what 
is tested (assessment). Effective classroom are those in which specific 
objectives, incorporating sequenced skills, are clearly defined; instructional 
events are determined by those objectives; and subsequent assessment is based on 
content covered during the instruction. The overlap between content taught and 
tested was found to range from as little as 4% to as much as 95%. Brady, 
Clonton, Sweeney, Peterson, and Poyner (1977) found greater achievement ga*ns 
when there was congruence between the content covered and content tested. 

Attention to student characteristics . The knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
a student brings to the classroom, as well as the way the student learns, are 
important student characteristics. Bloom (1976) concludes that 60 to 80% of 
variance 1n achievement is due to prior learning. The conclusion that more 
effective teaching occurs when the teacher is aware of a student's relevant 
prior knowledge was supported by Leinhardt (1978). Using data from the 
Instructional Dimensions Study, she found that prior learning accounts for 49% 
of reading achievement and 43% of mathematics achievement for elementary 
students. 

Use of instructional time . With respect to the use of Instructional time, 
Huitt and Segars (1980) conclude that "differences in allocated time suggest 
that some students may have more than two or three times the opportunity to 
learn specific academic content than do othe- students" (p. 9). However, this 
should not be Interpreted as saying "more is better." There appears to be an 
optimal amount of time for the study of a particular skill and devoting more 
than this optimal amount of time leads to diminished achievement. Most research 
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on engaged time focuses on the whole classroom (cf. Graden et al., 1982), not on 
differences for individual students. Bloom argues that if schools and teachers 
want a]2 students to master specific basic skills, instruction must be planned 
and implemented in ways to ensure that allocated time varies in relation to the 
time students need to learn. Gettinger's (1984a; 1984b) research on time needed 
to learn supports this point. However, as English (1980) has indicated, it is 
common practice to vary the curriculum and standardize the time rather than to 
standardize the curriculum and vary the time. 

Student success rate . A student's success rate introduces the importance 
of quality in relation to instructional time. Whether referred to as academic 
learning time (Denham & Lieberman, 1980), academic engaged time (Rosenshine & 
Berliner, 1978), or as time spent in direct instruction (Rosenshine, 1979), the 
critical variable in teaching is the amount and intensity of student engagement 
or active involvement in appropriate learning tasks. While the optimal success 
rate may depend on the mode of instruction, student characteristics, and stage 
of instruction (e.g., introduction, practice), high success is generally defined 
at 90% correct responses on written work with only careless errors. 

Quality of instruction . The fifth factor, quality of instruction, is 
defined in terms of the teacher's role as a decision maker, the teacher's 
management style, and the teacher's use of direct instruction principles. These 
categories are covered in Monograph No. 5 (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, & Christenson, 
1987). 

A Model of Classroom Effectiveness 

The dimensions of classroom effectiveness, proposed by Squires and 
colleagues (1983), are shown in Figure 1. In their empirically-based model, 
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Teacher Behaviors 




Student Behaviors 




Student Achievement 


• Planning 
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• Involvement 
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(Measured by 


• Management 








standardized 




• Coverage 




tests) 


• Instruction 




• Success 







Figure 1. Dimensions of Classroom Effectiveness 
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three teacher behaviors (planning, management, and Instruction) Influence three 
student behaviors (Involvement, content coverage, and success rate) which, 1n 
turn, Influence student achievement (measured by standardized tests). 

Student behaviors . The authors Identify three critical student behaviors 
for improving learning outcomes. Involvemen t 1s the amount of time the student 
spends actively Involved 1n learning a specific subject matter. It 1s comprised 
of botn allocated time (how much time 1s provided by the teacher) and engaged 
time (how well students are engaged during the time provided). Coverage refers 
to the appropriateness of the content covered by the student, given the 
student's prior learning and the extent to which the content 1s assessed by 
district achievement tests. Success refers to the accuracy with which students 
can Independently complete assignments. Considering these behaviors as critical 
aspects of student classroom behavior, Squires and his colleagues note that 
these variables form the construct of Academic Learning Time (ALT). ALT 1s 
defined as the "amount of time that students spend actively working on 
criterion-related content at a high rate of success" (pp. 14-15). 

Teacher behaviors . Planning Involves the teacher selecting objectives, 
diagnosing student characteristics, and selecting appropriate instructional and 
management strategies. Management refers to classroom control techn^ues, 
particularly those that are relevant for increasing students' academic 
Involvement. Quality Instruction 1s characterized by use of specific events and 
procedures (see Figure 2). According to this model, teachers Influence student 
behavior and student achievement by planning, managing, and Instructing 1n ways 
that keep students Involved and successfully covering appropriate content and 
skills. The teacher's skill at making decisions for an individual student in 
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Feedback 




Preser* ."n 
Overview 
Review 
What 
Why 

Explanation 
Students Demonstrate Understanding 

Practice 
Guided/Controlled 
Independent 

Performance 
Dally Work 
Unit Tests 
Periodic Review 



Note : From " Effective schools and classrooms: A research-based perspective " 
(p. 20) by D. A. Squires, W. G. Hultt, and ^ 'K. Segars, 1983, 
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision snd Curriculum Development. 



Figure 2. Instructional Events Related to Quality Instruction 
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relation to the decisions needed for the whole class Is Implicated as a defining 
characteristic of quality of Instruction In this model. 

Cautionary remarks . In sum, the authors note that the six dimensions of 
classroom effectiveness have been studied Independently, and to date few data 
are available on how a combination of those characteristics result 1n a change 
In student achievement. The model of classroom effectiveness represents an 
attempt to Interrelate Important classroom characteristics for Increasing 
student achievement. It 1s consistent with the systems perspective advocated by 
Clauset and Gaynor (1982). Squires and his colleagues contend that their 
proposed dimensions of classroom effectiveness become the focus of school 
Improvement efforts. 

Impact of the School Effectiveness Literature 
Research on effective schools has revived an optimistic attitude that 
schools can be organized to enhance Instructional effectiveness. Due to Its 
emphasis on equity, the goal of the effective schools movement 1s to enhance 
Instructional effectiveness for aT[ students. 

Edmonds (1982) recently reviewed school district, university, and state 
agency school Improvement programs based on school effectiveness research. He 
summarized by noting that "significant numbers of educational decision makers 
have concluded that the findings from research on effective schools are accurate 
and efficacious" (Edmonds, 1982, p. 11). Not everyone agrees with this view of 
the research, however. Several comprehensive critiques of methodologies used 1n 
effective schools research exist (Mackenzie, 1983; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Rowan, 
Bossert, & Owyer, 1983). In general, they challenge the educational decision 
makers, concluding that the research 1s "weak 1n many respects, most notably 1n 
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its tendency to present narrow, simplistic recipes for school improvement 
derived from nonexperiemental data" (Purkey & Smith, 1983, p. 427). 

Researchers primarily have defined school effectiveness as instructional 
effectiveness, measuring the latter with standardized achievement tests. 
Aggregating achievement data at the school level results in global 
characteristics of schools, but ignores the important variation in school 
organization and a variety of other school goals. with regard to research 
design, research has primarily used a "contrasted groups approach." In other 
words, the instructional effectiveness of schools has been measured, and 
"effective" and "ineffective" schools (most often inner-city or rural schools) 
have been selected and compared on organizational, instructional, and cultural 
variables. Subjective criteria in determining school success and possible 
errors in identifying effective schools due to uncontrolled student body 
characteristics (e.g., SES) repeatedly have been noted as weaknesses. While 
factors that co-vary with school effectiveness have buen identified, little 
information about the causal relationship among variables has emerged. Most of 
the research attempting to associate school effects with student learning 
outcomes is correlational. Hence, it is impossible to determine whether active 
instructional leadership by the principal precedes or follows the developement 
of high expectations for student success or whether student achievement precedes 
or follows high expectations. Rather, u list of variables becomes the "recipe" 
for school implementation (most often in elementary schools). 

Several researchers (D'Amico, 1982; Lezotte, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 1983) 
propose that descriptions of effective practices be used as a framework for 
school improvement planning , but not as an explicit recipe or prescription for 
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Improving practices. This position is articulated by Clauset and Gaynor (1982) 
in their systems perspective on effective schools. Targets for intervention 
from a systems perspective include many variables. Among these variables are 
teacher expectation, teacher emphasis, appropriateness and intensity of 
instruction, engaged time, motivation, aptitude, behavior, classroom time spent 
on behavior, time for instruction In the classroom, teacher skills, :lassroom 
size, and others. The theory of Clauset and Gaynor reflects a currently held 
belief that there are no easy solutions for school and instructional Improvement 
(S1zer, 1985). Despite this, "recipes" are given for Improving instructional 
effectiveness 1n schools, and they most often focus on only one facet of the 
Instructional system. 

Similarly, the focus of the effective schools movement has been 1n regular 
classroom settings. In fact, findings from effective schools research have only 
recently been a topic of discussion within special education. The emphasis on 
only one kind of educational setting has occurred despite the fact that <e 
characteristics of effective special education apply both to regular and special 
class settings. According to Brand! (1983), these characteristics include "an 
orderly, disciplined school environment; small classes; high expectations or the 
children; frequent evaluation and feedback; a large amount of student time spent 
'on task 1 ; and teachers who are knowledgeable, enthusiastic, and concerned, and 
who have a sense of efficacy 1n their work" (p. 229). The characteristics are 
comparable to those Identified 1n school-based effectiveness projects (e.g., 
McCormack-Larkln, 1985; Miller et al., 1985). 

In a recent article, Goodman (1985) argued for Integrating the improvement 
efforts of regular and special education; she provided examples for the 
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implementation of six characteristics of school effectiveness within special 
education. The relationship between her list of effective school 
characteristics and current special education practices is shown in Table 6. In 
addition to these characteristics, expectations for achievement, efficient 
classroom management , active parent involvement , and smaller teacher-student 
ratio were identified by Goodman as defining characteristics of effective 
schools. Although no examples were provided by her for special education 
practices, Increased parent involvement due to P.L. 94-142 stipulations and the 
smaller student-teacher ratios found in resource rooms serve as examples. 

According to Squires and colleagues (1983), correlational studies over the 
past 20 years have provided Information about student achievement and 
instruction 1n schools. We have learned that: 

• Student achievement can be measured with validity and reliability 1n 
important areas. 

• Teachers and schools make a difference 1n how well students succeed 
on standardized tests. 

• Students who are Involved in class generally succeed better than 
those who do not pay attention. 

• Students who succeed on dally assignments and tests are more likely 
to have higher achievement on standardized tests. 

• When teachers teach most of the content and skills covered by 
standardized tests, .dents are likely to have higher achievement 
scores. 

• Curriculum packages, 1n and of themselves, will not result in higher 
achievement for students. 

• Schools can produce exceptional student achievement, even when 
students come from low socioeconomic backgrounds. 

• The principal exerts a tremendous Influence toward refining and 
maintaining a school's social system that promotes achievement and 
discipline. 

• Change 1n school practices happens over a number of years." (p. 3) 
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Table 6 



Relationship of Effective School Characteristics 
with Special Education Practices 



School Effectiveness Characteristics 


Special Education Practices 


1. 


School leadership 


Example: Impact on principal's role 1n 
Intcoration achiPVPinpnt anH ciirrpQQ 

1 11 vtyi aV 1 Wll y av«ll ICT CHIC II V } a M U JUVf^Cj J 

of special education students 


0 

c • 


fv»aucwiir un^a^cu i line 


Examole: Use of behavior modification 
techniques to Improve "on-task 
benavlor" 


3. 


Monitoring Student Performance 


Example: Use of diagnostic- 
prescriptive methods at the 
prelnstructional stage and during 
Instruction 


4. 


School Climate 


Example: Emphasis on appropriate 
Instructional techniques 


5. 


Direct Instruction 


Example: Use of sequenced structured 
materials, monitoring and feedback 


6. 


Consistency of Curricular 
Objectives and Test Content 


Example: Emphasis on Instructional 
evaluation through use of criterion- 
referenced tests 



Note: From "The effective schools movement and special education" by L. 
Goodman, 1985, Teaching Exceptional Children , 17, pp. 102-105. 
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After a major review of school effects on student achievement, Good and Brophy 
(1986) conclude that despite methodological problems In school effectiveness 
research, the fact that several studies reach similar conclusions about the 
characteristics of more and less successful schools lends credence to the claim 
that certain processes (I.e., climate and structural features of schools) are 
associated with school effects on achievement. While the Importance of the 
classroom teacher 1n facilitating student learning outcomes 1s undisputed 1n the 
literature, the school effectiveness literature describes how Instruction for 
students 1n a classroom, and subsequently student achievement, 1s affected by a 
positive "ethos," staff collaboration, and other school-wide Instructional and 
organizational arrangements outside the Immediate purview of the teacher. 

Similarly, instruction for an individual student- 1s a function of the 
context in which the instruction is delivered. The context in this case is 
comprised of multiple levels (classroom, school, school system) and inf - jences. 
Therefore, the effectiveness of the instruction for an individual student may be 
influenced by numerous classroom factors, the administrative leadership of the 
principal 1n creating a positive school "ethos," the Instructional policies and 
organizational arrangements of the school system, and degree of staff 
collaboration. This may be particularly true for mildly handicapped students 1 
instruction. Effective schools research may be evidence for a merger of regular 
and special education (Stafnbeck & Stainback, 1984), resulting in all students 1 
Instruction characterized by high expectations for student success regardless of 
instructional setting. Clearly, Inter-staff collaboration of regular and 
special education teachers would be essential. Perhaps it is time to heed the 
advice of Goodman (1985). 
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